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This article addresses two questions that are part of a broader debate about the relationship between
teaching and research: are outstanding university teachers engaged in research and are they dissem-
inating their teaching expertise to other university teachers? We address these questions through an
analysis of the research and publications of the 2005 winners of the competitive, national awards for
university teaching in Australia. The analysis indicates that outstanding university teachers are
active researchers, but are unlikely to publish about their teaching or improving teaching practice in
universities. The findings have policy implications for the separation of teaching and research within
and between universities, and raise questions about the contribution of teaching awards to the wider
improvement of university teaching. As such, the article issues a caution to policy makers and
university administrators against making pre-emptive decisions about the relationship between
teaching and research based on questionable assumptions.
Introduction
Newman (1853) argued in the preface to The idea of a university that the capacity to
teach and to research were ‘distinct functions’ and ‘distinct gifts’ that were ‘not
commonly found united in the same person’. Nevertheless, more than a century and
a half after Newman, belief in a link between teaching and research persists, and the
nature of this relationship continues to cause dissent and tension amongst academics
and policy makers, and in the funding arrangements for public universities.
Much of the literature about the relationship between teaching and research has
sought to clarify the meaning of teaching and research, or to identify how they impact
on students, or to (re)theorise teaching and research as a form of scholarship (e.g.
Boyer, 1990; Hutchings & Shulman, 1999; Andresen, 2000; Badley, 2002; Gibbons,
2002). Yet academic commentaries and critical analyses present divergent views
*Corresponding author: School of Education, University of Western Sydney, PO Box 1797,
Penrith South DC NSW, 1797, Australia. Email: c.halse@uws.edu.au
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about the teaching–research nexus. Some scholars have advocated the existence of a
symbiotic relationship, while others have questioned or even denied the possibility of
a relationship on the grounds that teaching and research are fundamentally different
aspects of academic work (for a review see Neumann, 1996). Statistical analyses of
the empirical relationship between teaching and research have produced contradic-
tory findings. Some researchers have concluded that there is no clear statistical corre-
lation between teaching and research, or a negative or near zero correlation both at
the individual and the departmental level (Ramsden & Moses, 1992). For instance,
Feldman’s (1987) meta-analysis of the published research found a small positive but
statistically insignificant relationship between teaching and research, while a meta-
analysis conducted nearly a decade later concluded that the relationship between
teaching and research was ‘zero’ or at best ‘very loosely coupled’ (Hattie & Marsh,
1996, pp. 533, 529).
The methodological simplicity and variable quality of many of the quantitative
analyses of the relationship between teaching and research have been criticised on
numerous grounds (Feldman, 1987; Neumann, 1996; Elton, 2001), including for
confusing quantity with quality, and for failing to attend to departmental, institu-
tional and government policies and practices that bring research and teaching
together or push them apart (Brew & Boud, 1995; Jenkins et al., 2003). The inability
of prior studies to persuasively demonstrate a clear empirical relationship prompted
Neumann (1996), based on a critical review of the research, to conclude that ‘the
findings of numerous studies remain inconclusive and consequently the debate
continues’ (p. 10).
While scholars have argued for a closer, more productive relationship between
teaching and research (e.g. Rowland, 1996), policy makers continue to be vexed by
the matter of how this relationship should be construed. In Australia, for example, the
Commonwealth (national) government’s reform agenda for higher education, laid
out in the Ministerial Discussion Paper, Higher education at the crossroads, identified
the relationship between scholarship, teaching and research as a central question for
consideration (Nelson, 2002, p. v).
Changes to universities over recent decades have impacted on the relationship
between teaching and research. The ‘massification’ and democratisation of higher
education since the 1960s has eroded the idea of universities as exclusive enclaves for
a privileged, intellectual elite, and imposed new pressures for universities to generate
pedagogical practices suited to a broader, more diverse clientele. As these changes
consolidated during the 1970s and 1980s, political thinking was infiltrated by a new
economic rationality that strengthened the importance of good teaching by requiring
universities to be more independent of government funding, entrepreneurial, and
responsive to the marketplace.
Arguably, these tensions have played into the funding regimes for university teach-
ing and research in ways that have increased the divide between teaching and research
within and between universities. Scholars have identified this phenomenon in the UK
(Elton, 2001; Henkel, 2004), and it is also the case in Australia, which adopted a dual
funding model for teaching and research at the end of the 1990s. At the time of writing,
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
Research–teaching nexus 729
research funding in Australia is performance based and measured quantitatively
according to three externally audited categories of research performance: higher
degree completions, competitive grants and scholarly publications, specifically books,
refereed journal articles and conference proceedings (Kemp, 1999; Nelson, 2003).
The validity and appropriateness of these criteria have been contested (Smith &
Frankland, 2000; Blackmore, 2001), and we have written elsewhere about their effects
on academic work and doctoral education students (Halse, 2004a, b, 2007). In rela-
tion to the concern of the current article, the pertinent point is that public funding of
teaching is based on very different criteria, namely, student enrolments. While
outstanding university teachers are publicly recognised in the competitive annual
Australian Awards for University Teaching (AAUT), receipt of these awards does not
flow over into the regimes by which universities are funded. Moreover, as the UK
experience suggests, the use of different criteria to manage, evaluate and allocate funds
is open to undermining, rather than enhancing, the connection between teaching and
research (Coate et al., 2001).
Herein lies the paradox. The bulk of public funds allocated to universities are for
teaching but it is a university’s research profile that attracts public esteem and that
generates competition for places in its teaching programmes. Moreover, in terms of
individual academic careers, promotion and progression are generally more likely to
be linked to research achievement (Coate et al., 2001; Greenbank, 2006). In relation
to Australian institutions, Brew (2003) observed that research universities have
sought to configure ‘“research led teaching” by active researchers as part of their
competitive advantage’ (p. 4). In the British context, Elton (2001, p. 44) contends
that external reviews of universities have considered ‘research performance ipso facto
evidence of good teaching’. As a result, ‘leading research universities had for many
years been better funded and had substantially more favourable staff–student ratios’.
Marginson (2005) described this phenomenon as a ‘charmed circle’: 
The natural tendency is for a few high status universities with high value degrees and
globally competitive research across the board. Their research standing attracts students
and academic staff and this in turn provides resources for research. The mechanisms of
elite status are a charmed circle. Reproducing elite status is much easier than obtaining it
in the first place. Elite universities stay elite even when they are badly managed or the
central executive is weak. (pp. 5–6)
The purpose of this article is to shed light on two facets of the broader conversations
about the teaching–research nexus in higher education, with a specific focus on
Australia. First, we examine whether outstanding university teachers are also actively
participating in Australia’s current research framework, as demonstrated by procuring
research grants and research publications. Second, we investigate whether a central
tenet of research practice and scholarly work—the dissemination of peer-reviewed
knowledge to the wider academic community—has been taken up by publicly recog-
nised exemplary university teachers in relation to their teaching practice by examining
whether this group are disseminating their knowledge and expertise about teaching to
other university teachers. Finally, we discuss the implications of our findings for higher
education policy in the future.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
730 C. Halse et al.
Attention to the teaching–research nexus at the level of the individual has largely
been neglected in previous research and writing in the area. We base our article on an
analysis of the public research profile and disseminations of academics who received
the 2005 Australian Awards for University Teaching, as well as five detailed case
studies of a cross-section of this group. While it is necessary to be cautious about
generalising from individual cases and country-specific data, the issues we address are
of international concern in the field of higher education policy and management.
There are well-established university teaching award schemes in the UK, Canada and
the United States, as well as in Australia. Furthermore, universities operate in a
competitive, global higher education marketplace, as the publication of international
university rankings testify. In such an environment, assumptions and claims about the
teaching–research nexus have political, economic and social implications both within
and beyond individual nations.
In relation to Australia, recent policy initiatives make a more nuanced understand-
ing of the teaching–research nexus timely and necessary. In 2002, the Australian
Universities Quality Agency began its substantive audits of Australian universities. In
2006, the Commonwealth government instigated financial rewards for positive perfor-
mance in teaching under the Learning and Teaching Performance Fund, that was part
of its policy initiative Our universities: backing Australia’s future (Nelson, 2003). The
Government has also announced the introduction of a national Research Quality
Framework (RQF), akin to the research assessment exercises in the UK, Hong Kong
and New Zealand, that will alter the criteria for assessment and funding of research
in Australian universities. The first research assessment exercise will be conducted in
2008. The introduction of the RQF has triggered intense debate about how research
quality should or can be defined (Yates, 2005), and the outcome of the RQF is likely
to have problematic repercussions on the relationship between teaching and research,
based on the experience of the UK and New Zealand (Jenkins et al., 2003; Haigh,
2005; Greenbank, 2006). Thus, given the current context of contemporary universi-
ties generally, and Australian universities in particular, strengthening our understand-
ing of the nexus between teaching and research is a political imperative for higher
education policy and practice.
The Australian Awards for University Teaching
Australia has an established tradition of publicly funding innovations in university
teaching and of recognising outstanding university teachers. The Australian Awards
for University Teaching were established in 1997 by the Commonwealth government,
and are currently administered by the Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in
Higher Education. In this respect, the Carrick Institute continues a 15-year-old
tradition maintained, in chronological order, by its predecessors: the Commonwealth
Staff Development Fund, the Committee for Australian University Teaching, the
Committee for University Teaching and Staff Development, and the Australian
University Teaching Committee. The official purpose of the teaching awards is ‘to
celebrate and reward excellence in university teaching’ (Carrick Institute, 2005).
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Unofficially, the awards seek to counter the privileged position of research by improv-
ing the importance and status of teaching in universities. In this respect, the Australian
Awards for University Teaching parallel initiatives elsewhere in the world, such as the
National Teaching Fellowship Scheme of the Higher Education Funding Council for
England, which was introduced in ‘order to raise the profile of teaching and learning
and promote “teaching excellence”’ (Greenbank, 2006, p. 109).
All staff holding teaching positions in an Australian university can apply for an
Australian Award for University Teaching, but successful awardees cannot reapply for
nomination within six years of receipt of an award. In 2005, there were seven teaching
award categories. Individuals or small teams could apply for one of five discipline-
based awards according to the following categories: Biological Sciences, Health and
Related Studies (includes Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, Medicine, Nursing, etc.);
Law, Economics, Business and Related Studies; Humanities and the Arts; Physical
Sciences and Related Studies (includes Architecture, Building and Planning, Engi-
neering, Computing and Information Science); Social Sciences (includes Education).
The sixth category of teaching award was for early career academics who had not been
teaching in universities for more than seven years. The seventh category was the
Neville Bonner Award, named after the first Indigenous member of the federal parlia-
ment, and is presented to the Indigenous teacher or Indigenous teaching team of the
year. In addition, the most outstanding individual or team awarded a Teaching Award
was presented with the Prime Minister’s Award for University Teacher of the Year.
Applicants are assessed on the basis of evidence against the following criteria: 
1. Interest and enthusiasm for undertaking teaching and for promoting student
learning.
2. Ability to arouse curiosity, and to stimulate independent learning and the
development of critical thought.
3. Ability to organise course material and to present it cogently and imagina-
tively.
4. Command of the subject matter, including the incorporation in teaching of
recent developments in the field of study.
5. Innovation in the design and delivery of content and course materials.
6. Participation in the effective and sympathetic guidance and advising of
students.
7. Provision of appropriate assessment, including the provision of worthwhile
feedback to students on their learning.
8. Ability to assist students from equity groups to participate and achieve
success in their courses.
9. Professional and systematic approach to teaching development.
10. Participation in professional activities and research related to teaching.
(Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education, 2005)
Applicants must submit a three-page curriculum vitae, a statement of how they meet
the selection criteria (maximum of eight pages), and references by two people able to
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comment on their teaching against the selection criteria, one of whom must be the
head of the applicant’s faculty, department or school. Applicants may submit other
material to demonstrates how they fulfil the selection criteria, including a CD, video,
teaching materials or publications. In addition, a short questionnaire must be
completed by 30 students taught by the applicant in the previous three years as
a gauge of student support for the nomination.
Award winners are chosen by a selection committee consisting of: the chair and a
member of the Carrick Institute Board; a nominee from the Commonwealth’s
Department of Education, Science and Training; a nominee of the Minister of
Education, Science and Training; a nominee from the Australian Vice-Chancellors
Committee; and two current university students. For the Neville Bonner award, the
committee also includes a representative of the Indigenous community. In addition
to examining the extent to which applicants fulfil the selection criteria, the committee
looks for evidence of creativity, innovation and imagination, and for evidence that
candidates are putting their teaching philosophies into practice, and that this has had
a positive effect on student outcomes.
Winning a teaching award brings institutional and personal prestige as well as
personal financial benefits. In 2005, for instance, individual winners of teaching
awards received a grant of $40,000 (Australian), as well as a certificate and a trophy.
The winner of the Prime Minister’s Award for University Teacher of the Year
received an additional $35,000 and a trophy, making a total grant of $75,000.
Data collection and analysis
The individual research profiles of all winners of 2005 Australian Awards for
University Teaching (AAUT) were examined using publicly available information
about research performance, identified using national research productivity indica-
tors that are applicable to all academics in all Australian universities. In a technology-
driven world, such public domain data is a primary information source for students
and other academics, and presents the public face of an institution to the wider world.
In such an environment, the need to provide up-to-date information about the
research and teaching of staff is politically and economically necessary for individual
academics and their institutions. Further, the use of public domain information
ensured a consistent form of data that had not been confounded by personal accounts
or perspectives.
Data collection was limited to the past five years (2001–05 inclusive), and included
the teaching and research profile of each teaching award recipient (see Table 1), includ-
ing qualifications, awards, publications and research grants. Data were gathered from
the public domain Internet sites, including the awardee’s university, faculty and
personal home pages. Multidisciplinary searches were conducted of: all databases in
the Informit Journal Citation and Abstracts database; Google; Google Scholar; and
the Thompson Citation Indexes for Science and Social Science. To identify additional
research grants and disseminations from these grants, searches were conducted of the
websites of the Australian Research Council (ARC), the Department of Education,
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Science and Training (DEST) and the National Health and Medical Research Council
(NHMRC). In addition, a search was made for information about prior national
teaching awards, but failed to yield any results. Data were entered into a consolidated
EXCEL database and Research, Field, Course, Discipline (RFCD) codes from the
Australian Standard Research Classification (1998) were assigned according to the key
words and descriptors of awards and publications. RFCD codes are six digit numbers
used in Australia to identify and categorise research and teaching. The first two digits
denote the discipline and the remaining numbers denote subdisciplines.
Two levels of analysis were conducted and are reported in this article. First, an
across-case analysis was conducted to identify patterns across all recipients of teach-
ing awards in 2005 (see Table 1). Second, in-depth case studies were conducted of a
purposive sample of five awardees from the larger group. The criteria used to select
the five case-study awardees were that they comprise a mix of gender and seniority,
and constituted a representative spectrum of discipline/fields that encompassed the
sciences, social sciences (including the humanities and creative arts) and professional
areas. Thus, the resulting case-study sample comprised two women and three men
ranging from early career researchers to established academics, included academics
at all appointment levels from lecturer to professor and was drawn from different
disciplinary fields, namely, the biological and health studies (optometry), social
sciences (education) and business (management).
Information about the identity of teaching award recipients is publicly available,
including on the Carrick Institute website, and information about recipients’ research
profile is also in the public domain. Nevertheless, teaching award recipients are iden-
tified by code rather than name in the current article, because our concern is not with
the teaching or research performance of specific individuals, although it is clear that
all individuals discussed in the article have been publicly recognised as exemplary
university teachers. Rather, our interest is the extent to which teaching awardees are
participating publicly in the current research framework, disseminating their teaching
knowledge and expertise within the academy, and the implications of these findings
for future research and for policy and practice in universities.
Findings
Cross-case analysis
As Table 1 illustrates, recipients of 2005 Australian Awards for University Teaching
(AAUT) comprised a broad cross-section of academics ranging from early career
researchers to established professors. In the case of the University Teacher of the
Year, the recipients comprised a team of senior and early career Indigenous and non-
Indigenous academics. The same team also received the 2005 Humanities and Arts
award.
The seven teaching awards for 2005 were distributed across 11 individuals drawn
from a total of seven universities, with only two recipients from the eight institutions
that constitute Australia’s oldest research intensive universities, in this case the
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University of Queensland and the University of New South Wales. Of the 11 individ-
ual recipients of awards, five had won research grants in the five years prior to their
teaching award, although the data suggest a positive relationship between seniority
and the receipt of research grants (see Table 1). Based on RFCD codes, the field of
the recipients’ teaching award aligned with their substantive research area, although
this correspondence was closer in some cases than others (see Table 2).
Seven of the 11 awardees had a public record of publication outputs during the five
years (2001–05). The majority of all publications fell into the category of refereed
journal or conference publications, perhaps reflecting the ‘publish or perish’ culture,
and the accompanying economic and professional burdens that have attached them-
selves to the performance-driven agendas of government and university management.
While no evidence of publications could be located for the remaining four awardees,
it does not mean that members of this group were not conducting research or dissem-
inating their research/knowledge through alternate forums. For instance, at least one
awardee disseminated her research/knowledge/scholarship as digital multimedia
resources, and this medium is not a recognised form of research output under the
government’s current policy.
Case studies of five outstanding university teachers
To tease out further the nexus between teaching and research, individual case studies
were constructed of five teaching award recipients.
Awardee 1 is a professor who received the 2005 AAUT for Biological Sciences,
Health and Related Studies. Her substantive discipline area is optometry. In addition
to the 2005 teaching award, Awardee 1 received the 2004 Vice Chancellor’s Excellence
in Teaching Award at her university, and was recognised for her successful supervision
of a large number of Ph.D. completions with the 2002 ‘Research award: Supervisor
with the most higher degree completions’.
Awardee 1 has been a productive researcher over the last five years, producing 23
publications, including one book chapter and 19 refereed journal articles, a substan-
tial number of which were published in highly competitive and prestigious journals
registered on the Thompson Citation Index. The RFCD codes of Awardee 1’s publi-
cations indicate that they were primarily in the fields of optometry, vision and health
sciences. Scrutiny of these publications revealed that they addressed both theoretical
and applied areas in this field. Of the case-study sample, Awardee 1 was the most
cited author with a total of eight articles cited between 1 and 17 times over the period
of study (2001–05).
Between 2001 and 2005, Awardee 1 was also successful in winning competitive
research grants, receiving nine research grants from a range of funding bodies, includ-
ing the Australian Research Council and the National Health and Medical Council
for both pure and applied research, as well as grants from industry and internal seed
funding from her university.
Of the 2005 teaching award recipients, Awardee 1 has the strongest research
track record in terms of the government’s current focus on quantifiable research
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
Research–teaching nexus 737
T
ab
le
 2
.
C
or
re
sp
on
de
nc
e 
be
tw
ee
n 
te
ac
hi
ng
 a
w
ar
d 
an
d 
re
se
ar
ch
 o
ut
pu
t 
by
 R
F
C
D
 c
od
e
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
T
ea
ch
in
g 
aw
ar
d
R
es
ea
rc
h 
gr
an
ts
 (
20
01
–2
00
5)
P
ub
lic
at
io
ns
 (
20
01
–2
00
5)
A
w
ar
de
e
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
R
F
C
D
T
ea
ch
in
g 
A
w
ar
d
R
F
C
D
N
um
be
r 
G
ra
nt
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
R
F
C
D
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
R
F
C
D
1
O
pt
om
et
ry
32
09
00
B
io
lo
gi
ca
l S
ci
en
ce
s 
H
ea
lt
h 
an
d 
R
el
at
ed
 
S
tu
di
es
27
00
00
32
00
00
R
ec
ip
ie
nt
 o
f 
9 
gr
an
ts
 f
ro
m
 
di
ff
er
en
t 
fu
nd
er
s
O
pt
om
et
ry
32
09
00
O
pt
om
et
ry
32
09
99
2
M
an
ag
em
en
t
35
02
00
L
aw
, E
co
no
m
ic
s,
 
B
us
in
es
s 
an
d 
R
el
at
ed
 S
tu
di
es
39
00
00
34
00
00
A
R
C
 D
is
co
ve
ry
O
th
er
 
E
du
ca
ti
on
33
99
00
In
du
st
ri
al
 R
el
at
io
ns
35
02
03
3
M
at
he
m
at
ic
s
23
01
00
P
hy
si
ca
l S
ci
en
ce
s 
an
d 
R
el
at
ed
 
S
tu
di
es
24
00
00
A
pp
le
 U
ni
ve
rs
it
y 
D
ev
el
op
m
en
t 
F
un
d
—
—
S
to
ch
as
ti
c 
A
na
ly
si
s 
an
d 
M
od
el
lin
g,
 
S
ys
te
m
s 
T
he
or
y 
an
d 
C
on
tr
ol
23
02
02
23
01
19
4
E
du
ca
ti
on
33
00
00
S
oc
ia
l S
ci
en
ce
s
22
00
00
—
—
—
C
ur
ri
cu
lu
m
 S
tu
di
es
: 
M
at
he
m
at
ic
s 
E
du
ca
ti
on
, T
ea
ch
er
 
E
du
ca
ti
on
: P
ri
m
ar
y
33
02
02
33
03
02
5
E
du
ca
ti
on
33
00
00
S
oc
ia
l S
ci
en
ce
s
22
00
00
—
—
—
C
ur
ri
cu
lu
m
 S
tu
di
es
: 
M
at
he
m
at
ic
s 
E
du
ca
ti
on
33
02
02
6
M
an
ag
em
en
t
35
02
00
E
ar
ly
 C
ar
ee
r 
A
ca
de
m
ic
N
/A
—
—
—
B
us
in
es
s 
an
d 
M
an
ag
em
en
t
35
02
00
25
02
99
7
A
bo
ri
gi
na
l 
S
tu
di
es
42
03
05
N
ev
ill
e 
B
on
ne
r 
A
w
ar
d
N
/A
—
—
—
—
—
8
E
du
ca
ti
on
33
00
00
H
um
an
it
ie
s 
an
d 
A
rt
s
22
00
00
A
R
C
 L
in
ka
ge
(2
 g
ra
nt
s)
P
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l 
D
ev
el
op
m
en
t o
f 
T
ea
ch
er
s,
O
th
er
 S
tu
di
es
 in
 
H
um
an
 S
oc
ie
ty
33
03
00
37
99
00
A
bo
ri
gi
na
l C
ul
tu
ra
l 
S
tu
di
es
; S
oc
ia
l 
S
ci
en
ce
, H
um
an
it
ie
s 
an
d 
th
e 
A
rt
s
42
03
05
22
00
00
9
Y
ol
on
gu
 
S
tu
di
es
42
03
05
H
um
an
it
ie
s 
an
d 
A
rt
s
22
00
00
A
R
C
 L
in
ka
ge
O
th
er
 S
tu
di
es
 in
 
H
um
an
 S
oc
ie
ty
37
99
00
—
—
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
738 C. Halse et al.
T
ab
le
 2
.
(C
on
tin
ue
d)
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
T
ea
ch
in
g 
aw
ar
d
R
es
ea
rc
h 
gr
an
ts
 (
20
01
–2
00
5)
P
ub
lic
at
io
ns
 (
20
01
–2
00
5)
A
w
ar
de
e
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
R
F
C
D
T
ea
ch
in
g 
A
w
ar
d
R
F
C
D
N
um
be
r 
G
ra
nt
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
R
F
C
D
D
is
ci
pl
in
e/
fi
el
d
R
F
C
D
10
N
ot
 a
va
ila
bl
e
—
H
um
an
it
ie
s 
an
d 
A
rt
s
22
00
00
—
—
—
—
—
11
N
ot
 a
va
ila
bl
e
—
H
um
an
it
ie
s 
an
d 
A
rt
s
22
00
00
—
—
—
—
—
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
Research–teaching nexus 739
performance. Her teaching awards have also been aligned with her research profile,
as evidenced by her receipt of her University’s 2002 ‘Research award: Supervisor
with the most higher degree completions’. However, it was not apparent from the
public domain evidence that Awardee 1 had published or disseminated through
other forums her knowledge and expertise as an exemplary university teacher to
other university teachers.
Awardee 3 has a Ph.D. and is a senior lecturer in mathematics. He was the recipient
of the 2005 Teaching Award in the Physical Sciences and Related Studies. Like
Awardee 1, he had a track-record of being publicly recognised as an outstanding
university teacher, and was awarded his university’s 2003 Excellence in Teaching and
Learning Awards—Award for Teaching.
In terms of research productivity, over the last five years, Awardee 3 produced 17
publications, most of which were related to his primary research area of stochastic
analysis and modelling, systems theory and control, and comprised three book
chapters, four refereed journal articles and 10 refereed conference proceedings (see
Table 1). One article had been cited twice.
During the same period, Awardee 3 was also the recipient of an Apple University
Development Fund Grant Project, entitled ‘Automated Generation of “Virtual
Humans” based on Anthropometric Data & Models’, 2003. Although this fund gives
preference to projects with ‘broad educational applicability’ (http://auc.uow.edu.au/
index2.html?audf/audfgrants.html), the educational focus of Awardee 3’s grant is not
evident from the brief description in the grant application, but his previous work on
virtual development might suggest that the project is relevant to improving teaching
practice, particularly in science and mathematics education.
While Awardee 3’s publications fall within his primary research area, the public
domain evidence suggests that he has also disseminated his knowledge about effective
teaching of statistics and algebra by publishing conference papers on ‘Growing virtual
plants for teaching and learning statistics’ and ‘Using Groebner basis computations
to teach algebra’.
Awardee 4 has a Ph.D. and is a lecturer in mathematics education and joint recipient
of the Teaching Award for Social Sciences, with Awardee 5 from the same institution.
Awardee 4 had also received several other teaching awards, including Finalist in the
2004 Australian Awards for University Teaching, Winner of 2004 & 2005 Excellence
& Innovation in Teaching Award at her university (with Awardee 5), and joint recip-
ient of the Best Practical Implications Award of the 25th Annual Conference of the
Mathematics Education Research Group of Australasia, in Auckland, New Zealand
(with Awardee 5).
In terms of research, between 2001 and 2005, Awardee 4 produced 16 publica-
tions: two book chapters, six articles in refereed journals, and eight papers in refereed
conference proceedings. Awardee 4’s teaching field is Education and there was a close
synergy with her research and publications, the majority of which focus on mathemat-
ics teaching in primary schooling and enhancing teacher education of mathematics
teachers, as indicated by RFCD codes. Illustrating this point, several of Awardee 4’s
publications address the development of good teaching practice and how to enhance
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good teaching in beginning teachers or examine the relationship between teaching
and research in both primary and higher education, and were published in journals
specifically targeting improving teaching practice, such as Australian Mathematics
Teacher and Mathematics Education Research Journal.
Thus, the publication record of Awardee 4 suggests a positive relationship between
her teaching and research, and that she is disseminating her knowledge and expertise
in teaching to the wider academic community. In addition, public domain data indi-
cates that she is also involved with a number of education-focused professional bodies,
such as the Mathematics Education Research Group of Australia, the Australian
College of Educators, and the American Educational Research Association, which
may provide additional avenues for disseminating her teaching knowledge to other
university teachers.
Awardee 5 has a Ph.D. and is a senior lecturer in mathematics education. He
was co-recipient of the 2005 Teaching Award for Social Science, and has received
several institutional and national awards for teaching, as well as the Best Practical
Implications Award of the 25th Annual Conference of the Mathematics Education
Research Group of Australasia, Auckland, NZ (with Awardee 4).
Awardee 5’s substantive research is in the curriculum area of mathematics educa-
tion. The majority of his publications are related to this area, specifically publication
of research about mathematics education in the classroom or mathematics texts for
primary students. Between 2001 and 2005, Awardee 5 produced 10 publications: four
books, one book chapter and five conference proceedings. Two of these publications
were textbooks for primary school students (Learning maths with calculators: activities
for grades 3–8 and Starting out—primary mathematics), and a third publication targeted
teachers and teacher education students (Teaching primary mathematics). Such
publications clearly have strong applied value, but are not recognised as research
publications under the current or proposed research quality framework
Despite Awardee 5’s publications, it is not readily apparent that his publications are
concerned with disseminating his knowledge and skills as an outstanding university
teacher to other university teachers, although it is possible that this expertise is
disseminated indirectly through his editorial work and as a member of the editorial
boards of Australian Primary Mathematics Classroom; Mathematics Teacher Education
and Development and Mathematics Education Research Journal.
Awardee 6 has a Bachelor of Commerce (Hons) and is a lecturer in management.
He was the recipient of the 2005 Teaching Award for Early Career Academics. Like
other 2005 AAUT recipients, Awardee 6 had a track record of teaching awards, and
was the recipient of his university’s 2004 Teaching Excellence Awards Category C
(New Academic Staff) and 2003 Teaching Merit Certificate Category A (Individual
Certificates, Commerce).
Since a Ph.D. is generally considered the licence to do independent research,
popular wisdom might hold that an early career academic without a Ph.D. is likely to
be less productive in terms of publications than colleagues with a Ph.D. or more
academic experience. At least in quantitative terms, Awardee 6 appears to be an excep-
tion to this rule. He was the second most published academic in the case-study sample,
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producing 20 publications during the period under examination, of which 11 were
refereed journal articles and the remainder were published conference proceedings.
The majority of these publications related to his research area of business and manage-
ment, but two journal articles and two published conference proceedings were directly
concerned with disseminating his knowledge of innovative approaches to teaching and
learning, as indicated by their titles: ‘Creativity and innovation in education: the
Tasmanian experience’; ‘Supporting the willing: a contemporary approach to entre-
preneurship education’; ‘A contemporary approach to entrepreneurship education’;
and ‘Creating employability skills: modification through interaction’.
Discussion
In Australia, it is current government policy to use quantitative measures of research
output as a basis for funding research in universities. For this reason, we have used
the same measures in our analysis. However, publication and grant outputs are a
problematic proxy for research quality. As McGrail et al. (2006) comment, ‘One
excellent paper in a top-ranking journal might be worth several in lesser forums,
whilst some disciplines place higher regard on book authorship and others on journal
articles’ (p. 33). Nevertheless, rate of publication is one major criterion for the insti-
tutional funding of research in Australia and is generally considered a measure of
research activity. A publication track record is necessary to win the research grants
that are the second major criterion by which institutional funding for research is
determined (Ramsden & Moses, 1992). Further, publications and grants are scruti-
nised by performance and promotion panels as a proxy for job performance and
productivity, and are also an index of departmental and institutional standing and
prestige (Creamer, 1998). As McGrail et al. (2006) observe, it is in the ‘best interests
of both university employers and employees for staff to be publishing, and publishing
often’ (p. 33).
At first glance, the across-case analysis indicates that not all AAUT winners were
active researchers, because no public domain evidence of publications could be located
for four of the 11 awardees. In part, this may be due to the career path of recipients.
For instance, the Neville Bonner Indigenous Awardee is currently a Ph.D. student.
In broad terms, however, the data indicate that the majority of awardees are active
researchers who do conduct research in the terms prescribed by the government’s
current criteria for research performance. Moreover, awardees came from both estab-
lished, research-intensive, universities and newer institutions, suggesting that neither
research activity nor exemplary teaching is an exclusive attribute of a particular type
of institution.
Although the five case-study awardees were chosen using the criteria detailed, they
were coincidentally the most productive of the 2005 award recipients in terms of
publications and grants. It is also noteworthy that the case-study sample tended to be
more productive researchers than many other university academics. Based on data
collected and published by the Australian Government (Department of Education,
Science and Technology, 2004), the case-study awardees seemed to meet or exceed
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the average publication rate within the higher education sector of between .91 (2001)
and 1.29 (2005) 1.22 refereed journal articles per full-time staff member.
There was a mixed pattern across the case-study group in terms of type of publica-
tion. Awardee 5 was the only recipient of a 2005 teaching award to publish a
commercial book during the period under examination, and approximately 40% of
publications by awardees were in conference proceedings. The domination of confer-
ence proceedings may be a consequence of the current research funding regime,
whereby five published conference papers equate to a single-authored scholarly book
produced by a commercial publisher, and publication in a low-status journal earns
the same amount of institutional research funding as a publication in a more compet-
itive, high-impact journal. If this is the logic of awardees’ choice of publication
outlets, then it suggests that at least they were tuned into the implications of the
current research funding regime. The downside of such an approach, however, is
that citations of awardees’ publications—a common measure of research relevance in
the sciences, and in a more limited way in the social sciences—tended to be low, with
only the most senior recipients registering on citation databases. This pattern,
however, reflects a nationwide phenomenon. Butler (2003) contends that, between
1988 and 1998, Australia’s share of publications in the Science Citation Index
increased by 25%, but its share of citations declined from a position of sixth in a
ranking of 11 Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development countries
in 1988 to tenth place by 1993, suggesting a research funding policy that sacrifices
impact for output (Butler, 2003).
On the other hand, recipients such as Awardee 5 were disseminating and publish-
ing in areas directly related to their substantive field and their teaching expertise but
in forms and forums not recognised by the current research funding framework. This
case suggests a commitment to disseminating in ways that are more likely to reach a
receptive target group, but are unlikely to be captured by the current research funding
framework. At the same time, it speaks of the inability of the research funding frame-
work to recognise alternate forms of research and scholarship dissemination, and the
ways in which research funding regimes play into the construction of the divide
between teaching and research.
Researchers’ decisions about dissemination, however, play into their ability to be
competitive applicants for research grants. The available data do not indicate the
extent to which members of the case-study group were applying for research grants,
but the publicly available data demonstrate that success in procuring competitive
grants was inconsistent, with the greatest strength documented among senior,
experienced academics with strong track records of refereed publications, who were
working in science-related fields where there is a tendency for a greater number of,
and larger, research grants to be available.
Although awardees tended to be actively publishing their research, it was not the
norm among the case-study sample to research their own teaching, or to disseminate
their expertise as outstanding teachers to the wider academic community. In the two
exceptions to this rule, awardees published in areas directly related to their substan-
tive research interests, rather than to improve the pedagogical practice of university
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teaching more broadly. This finding resonates with Healey’s (2000, p. 169) conten-
tion that ‘the scholarship of teaching needs to be developed within the context of the
culture of the discipline within which it is applied’, because academics ground their
sense of self in an allegiance to their discipline, and perceive that there are significant
discipline-based differences in what academics do and value.
Nevertheless, these findings are significant because they raise doubts about
whether teaching awards necessarily contribute to the improvement of university
teaching, either in an awardee’s own area or more broadly across institutions. In
this respect, the findings of our study echo those of Skelton’s (2004) evaluation of
the National Teaching Fellowship Scheme in the UK. He found that teaching
fellows were assumed to be ‘good practitioners’ who would disseminate their
work ‘to the wider higher educational community’ (p. 459), but that their work had
had limited impact on the sector and that efforts to have teaching fellows ‘work
collectively to promote effective teaching and learning’ had met with limited success
(p. 460).
Hutchings and Shulman (1999) argued that simply being a good teacher is not
good enough—what is needed is a scholarship of teaching that disseminates teaching
expertise in ways that are open to critique, evaluation and further development by
others. In relation to the Australian Awards for University Teaching, we would go
further. Without identifiable dissemination of awardees’ expertise in forms that are
recognised and legitimated by the academy, teaching awards are vulnerable to side-
stepping an essential criteria for such awards, namely, participation in professional
activities and research related to teaching (Carrick Institute, 2005, criteria 10), and
to becoming little more than institutional competitions and personal celebrations
that have minimal impact on improving university teaching beyond the level of the
individual teacher.
Conclusion
Prior research has generally examined the teaching–research nexus in terms of the
relationship of teaching to research, or the impact of research on teaching. In contrast,
the current study examined two (of the many) facets of the teaching–research nexus
from the perspective of outstanding teachers, in the context of government funding
policies that increasingly differentiate between teaching and research institutions, and
between teachers and researchers, and where teaching ‘quality’ has become defined
through audit processes and research ‘quality’ by the quantity of research activity
outputs.
Our analysis suggests that these distinctions have not been taken up by recipients
of the 2005 Australian Awards for University Teaching. Rather, the empirical data
indicate that outstanding teachers are actively engaged in research and, by virtue of
this research, are likely to be considered by their institutions as researchers as well as
outstanding teachers. By the same token, there is limited evidence that this group of
outstanding teachers are disseminating their knowledge of exemplary teaching prac-
tices through publications or other methods, throwing into doubt the extent to which
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teaching awards actually contribute to the improvement of university teaching, more
broadly.
The analysis tends to confirm that Skelton’s (2004) concerns about the effectiveness
of teaching awards as a means for informing and changing pedagogical practice in
higher education. Acknowledging that the small number of case studies in the current
study limits the generalisability of the findings, they nevertheless point to the need for
more detailed, nuanced scrutiny of the teaching–research nexus at the level of the
individual case, and a more sophisticated analytical framework for understanding,
articulating and critiquing the interface between teaching and research. The findings
also cast doubt over Newman’s contention that teaching and research are separate
activities that are ‘not commonly found united in the same person’ (Newman, 1853,
p. 10), at least in the context of the contemporary university. In terms of policy impli-
cations, the findings raise also questions about the institutional separation of teaching
and research and the assumption that teaching awards in themselves contribute to the
wider improvement of university teaching. In particular, they issue a cautionary warn-
ing to policy makers and university administrators against making pre-emptive deci-
sions about the relationship between teaching and research, or about the capacities of
universities as predominantly teaching or research institutions based on unproven
assumptions.
Acknowledgements
We wish to thank Ms Vikki Fraser for conducting the data searches and providing
invaluable support in preparing this article.
References
Andresen, L. W. (2000) A useable, trans-disciplinary conception of scholarship, Higher Education
Research & Development, 19(2), 137–153.
Badley, G. (2002) A really useful link between teaching and research, Teaching in Higher Education,
7(4), 443–455.
Blackmore, J. (2001) Universities in crisis? Knowledge economies, emancipatory pedagogies and
the critical intellectual, Educational Theory, 51(3), 353–372.
Boyer, E. (1990) Scholarship reconsidered: priorities of the professoriate (Princeton, NJ, Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching).
Brew, A. (2003) Teaching and research: new relationships and their implications for inquiry-based
teaching and learning in higher education, Higher Education Research & Development, 22(1),
3–18.
Brew, A. & Boud, D. (1995) Teaching and research: establishing the vital link with learning,
Higher Education, 29, 261–273.
Butler, L. (2003) Explaining Australia’s increased share of ISI publications—the effects of a
funding formula based on publication counts, Research Policy, 32, 143–155.
Carrick Institute for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education (2005) Australian Awards for
University Teaching. Available online at: http://www.carrickinstitute.edu.au/carrick/go/pid/97
(accessed 15 April 2005).
Coate, K., Barnett, R. & Williams, G. (2001) Relation between teaching and research in higher
education in England, Higher Education Quarterly, 55(2), 158–174.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
Research–teaching nexus 745
Creamer, E. G. (1998) Accessing faculty publication productivity: issues of equity (Washington, DC,
The George Washington University, Graduate School of Education and Human Development).
Department of Education, Science and Technology (2004) Research income and publications data.
Available online at: http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/1A150602-F2D7-489C-9746-
808E7D5A5D4B/9141/2004_HERDCData060106.xls
Elton, L. (2001) Research and teaching: conditions for a positive link [1], Teaching in Higher
Education, 6(1), 43–56.
Feldman, K. A. (1987) Research productivity and scholarly accomplishment of college teachers
as related to their instructional effectiveness: a review and exploration, Research in Higher
Education, 27, 227–298.
Gibbons, M. (2002) Excellence in higher education: a niche for the new universities, paper
presented at the New Generation Universities Conference, University of Western Sydney.
Greenbank, P. (2006) The academic’s role: the need for a re-evaluation? Teaching in Higher
Education, 11(1), 107–112.
Haigh, N. (2005) An institutional perspective on the scholarship of teaching and learning, paper
presented at the Higher Education Research and Development Society of Australasia Conference,
University of Sydney, Australia, July.
Halse, C. (2004a) The politics and possibilities of the ‘second generation’ doctorate? (re) thinking
the hybrid curriculum in ‘new’ times, paper presented at the Professional Doctorate Conference,
Deakin University, Australia, 25–26 November 2004.
Halse, C. (2004b) (Re) framing social responsibility: an analysis of contemporary (re)construc-
tions of education research and researchers in universities, paper presented at the International
Conference of the Pacific Circle Consortium, Hong Kong, 21–23 April, 2004.
Halse, C. (2007) Is the doctorate in crisis? Nagoya Journal of Higher Education, 34, April, 321–337.
Hattie, J. & Marsh, H. W. (1996) The relationship between research and teaching: a meta-analysis,
Review of Educational Research, 66(4), 507–542.
Healey, M. (2000) Developing the scholarship of teaching in higher education: a discipline-based
approach, Higher Education Research and Development, 19(2), 169–189.
Henkel, M. (2004) Teaching and research: the idea of a nexus, Higher Education Management and
Policy, 16(2), 19–30.
Hutchings, P. & Shulman, L. (1999) The scholarship of teaching: new elaborations, new
developments, Change, 31(5), 10–15. Available online at: http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/
publications/sub.asp?key=452&subkey=613 (accessed 28 August 2006).
Jenkins, A., Breen, R. & Lindsay, R. (2003) Reshaping teaching in higher education: linking teaching
with research (London, Kogan Page).
Kemp, D. (1999) Knowledge and innovation: a policy statement on research and research training
(Canberra, Department of Education, Science, and Training).
Marginson, S. (2005) After the Nelson reforms: interesting times and hard choices, paper prepared
for University of Western Sydney Board of Trustees Planning Day (18 March, 2005), 5–6.
McGrail, M. R., Rickard, C. M. & Jones, R. (2006) Publish or perish: a systematic review of inter-
ventions to increase academic publication rates, Higher Education Research & Development,
25(1), 19–35.
Nelson, B. (2002) Higher education at the crossroads, an overview paper. Ministerial discussion paper
(Canberra, Australian Government Printing Service).
Nelson, B. (2003) Our universities: backing Australia’s future (Canberra, Australian Government
Printing Service).
Neumann, R. (1996) Researching the teaching–research nexus: a critical review, Australian Journal
of Education, 40(1), 5–18.
Newman, J. H. (1853) The idea of a university. Available online at: http://www.newmanreader.org/
works/idea/preface.html (accessed 11 October 2006).
Ramsden, P. & Moses, I. (1992) Associations between research and teaching in Australian higher
education, Higher Education, 23(3), 273–295.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
746 C. Halse et al.
Rowland, S. (1996) Relationships between teaching and research, Teaching in Higher Education, 1,
7–20.
Skelton, A. (2004) Understanding ‘teaching excellence’ in higher education: a critical evaluation of
the National Teaching Fellowships Scheme, Studies in Higher Education, 29(4), 451–468.
Smith, B. & Frankland, M. (2000) Marketisation and the new quality agenda: postgraduate
coursework at the crossroads, Australian Universities’ Review, 2, 7–16.
Yates, L. (2005) Is impact a measure of quality? Some reflections on the research quality and
impact assessment agendas, European Educational Research Journal, 4(4), 391–403.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
] a
t 1
8:5
9 2
9 A
ug
us
t 2
01
1 
